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LOU ANNA DENISON 

P-1-1 
This comment is introductory and does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the 
Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
 
P-1-2 
This comment pertains to the potential cost of implementing the project and the source of funding. 
Costs related to implementation and operation of the Proposed Project are not germane to the subject 
environmental analysis. No further responses to comments regarding costs are warranted.  
Please see Response to Comment O-4-26. 
 
P-1-3 
The comment pertains to “lack of access to neighborhood recreation and open space areas in the areas 
of the city where it is most needed.” The proposed Sports Park is intended to help the City meets its 
increasing demand for league athletics, particularly adult league sports, although the facilities would 
be available to youth leagues as well. It is anticipated that, by providing a specific location for league 
sports, the pressure on community and neighborhood parks throughout the City will be alleviated and 
that the local parks will be opened up for youth league and neighborhood use. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project is intended to increase access to neighborhood recreation areas throughout the City, 
including areas where the lack of park space is most acute.  
 
P-1-4 
The comment states that the project site was once a Native American settlement. As noted in the 
Draft EIR, while this may or may not be the case, there is no physical evidence on site to indicate past 
use by Native Americans. However, mitigation is included that requires archaeological monitoring 
during grading activity to identify, preserve, and curate any cultural remains, if found. See Mitigation 
Measures 4.6.5 and 4.6.6. Please refer to Responses to Comments O-3 and O-5 for more information. 
 
P-1-5 
The comment states that the ecological importance of the site has been dismissed in the Draft EIR. 
Please see Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR regarding biological resources for more information. As 
explained in Section 4.5, the biological resources on site were assessed for their significance under 
the requirements of CEQA. Not all wildlife and plant species are considered sensitive; in fact, the site 
is characterized overall by nonsensitive wildlife species and ornamental plant species that are 
common throughout the City and region. Potential impacts to common and ornamental species are not 
considered significant under CEQA unless they rise to a level that would substantially affect the 
regional distribution of those species. Although the site is characterized by common and ornamental 
species, the biological resources investigation did identify some sensitive resources on site, as 
described in Section 4.5. 
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P-1-6 
Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-3 for information regarding the wetlands delineation 
methodology. 
 
P-1-7 
The comment states that the Draft EIR dismisses wildlife species that occur on the site because they 
are inhabitants of disturbed ruderal grassland. Wildlife species that were observed on the site are 
characterized based on their status in the region (i.e., whether they are listed, sensitive, or special 
interest species). The disturbed ruderal grassland habitat is described both to explain why the site is 
not utilized by a greater number sensitive species (which often are limited by particular native 
habitats) and to inform the reader that many of the species present are not native. The commentor’s 
assertion that the Draft EIR dismisses wildlife species that occur on site because they are inhabitants 
of disturbed ruderal grassland is incorrect. 
 
CEQA identifies the biological resources to be addressed as those that are sensitive species or habitats 
(as described by the CDFG or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS], or adopted plans, 
policies, and regulations), and wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The term 
“sensitive species” refers to those plants and animals occurring or that have the potential to occur on 
the property and are designated as endangered or rare (as defined by CEQA and its Guidelines), or of 
current local, regional, or State concern.  
 
No federally listed, State-listed, proposed endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant species were 
observed on site during multiple surveys. No federally listed, State-listed, proposed endangered, or 
threatened wildlife species were observed on site during multiple surveys. The loggerhead shrike is a 
CDFG species of special concern and therefore may be considered a sensitive species. Species of 
special concern are taxa with populations that are declining seriously or otherwise highly vulnerable 
to human development. The loggerhead shrike has declined over the last decade throughout 
southwestern California. While the decline in population in this region reflects the population decline 
for this species in much of the United States, the problem is more acute in coastal Los Angeles 
County, where few breeding pairs of loggerhead shrikes are known to exist. The project impacts to 
the loggerhead shrike are characterized, and mitigation provided, in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR. The 
Draft EIR concluded that the project’s contribution to the cumulative loss of habitat for this species 
was a significant effect of the project, even with implementation of mitigation. Therefore, the 
commentor’s assertion that the Draft EIR dismisses wildlife species that occur on the site because 
they are inhabitants of disturbed ruderal grassland is incorrect.  
 
P-1-8 
The comment states that the presence of wildlife on site supports the use of the project site as a 
wildlife preserve. Please see Response to Comment P-1-7. The use of the site as a wildlife preserve is 
within the discretion of the City Council. The preservation of the site in its current open condition 
would eliminate the potential impact to the observed pair of loggerhead shrike. However, no federally 
listed, State-listed, proposed endangered, threatened, or sensitive plant species were observed on site 
during multiple surveys. No federally listed, State-listed, proposed endangered, or threatened wildlife 
species were observed on site during multiple surveys. A nesting pair of loggerhead shrikes, a species 
that may be considered sensitive, was observed on the site. 
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P-1-9 
Please see Response to Comment P-1-7. Please see the Delineation of Wetlands and Jurisdictional 
Waters report in Appendix E, Volume II of the Draft EIR for more information, including a definition 
of the five types of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland indicator status species. All of the 
vegetation/habitat types on site were identified and mapped using GIS. Please see Figure 4.5.1 in the 
Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment O-4-3 for information regarding wetlands 
delineation methodology. 
 
Based on this methodology, it was determined that there is 0.08 acre of wetlands characterized by 
cattail marsh in the channel, and 0.41 acre of wetlands in the detention basin. The commentor’s 
assertion that there are 26 acres of wetlands or wetlands species on site is incorrect. Areas must be 
dominated by wetland species to even be considered as potential wetlands. The occurrence of 
“scattered wetland plants” does not constitute wetlands for either CEQA purposes or compliance with 
State and federal wetlands regulations.  
 
P-1-10 
Please see Response to Comment O-4-3 regarding wetlands delineation methodology. Wetland 
mitigation at a ratio of 2:1 for 0.08 acre of cattail marsh in the channel and 1:1 mitigation ratio for the 
0.41 acre of wetlands in the detention basin is provided for in Mitigation Measure 4.5.4. These 
mitigation ratios are commensurate with the habitat value of the on-site wetlands. 
 
P-1-11 
Much of the wildlife that is present on site, including migratory birds, is attracted to the ruderal 
vegetation and ornamental species that characterize the existing setting of the project site. The 
Proposed Project includes ornamental landscaping that could be expected to attract the same and 
similar wildlife species that occur today. In addition, the landscaping in parkways, parks, and private 
property near the project site and throughout the City would also attract and support the same and 
similar wildlife species that are currently present on site. Therefore, the development of the project 
site is not expected to adversely affect wildlife species that are not classified or considered to be 
endangered, protected or sensitive, including migratory birds. The total amount of wildlife that 
utilizes the site may indeed be reduced due to the higher level of human activity and the change in the 
character of the vegetation. However, this in itself does not constitute a significant impact, due to the 
common status of this wildlife in the region.  
 
P-1-12 
The loggerhead shrike has declined over the last decade throughout southwestern California. While 
the decline in population in this region reflects the population decline for this species in much of the 
United States, the problem is more acute in coastal Los Angeles County, where few breeding pairs of 
loggerhead shrikes are known to exist. The project impacts to the loggerhead shrike are characterized, 
and mitigation provided, in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concluded that the project’s 
contribution to the cumulative loss of habitat for this species was a significant effect of the project, 
even with the implementation of mitigation 
 
P-1-13 
Mitigation is implemented in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, including Section 21081.6, 
and in accordance with the conditions of permits issued by regulatory agencies. The comment asserts 
that “Long Beach has promised mitigation 26 times but it has never happened satisfactorily.” Without 
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additional specific information with regard to the projects and mitigations that the commentor is 
referring to, a more specific response cannot be provided. 
 
P-1-14 
The wetlands are not “rejected,” as stated in the comment. The Draft EIR is accurately characterizing 
the wetlands on site when it states that the wetlands were created as the result of an ill-maintained 
detention structure that allowed water to pond rather to drain. Mitigation at a ratio of 2:1 for 0.08 acre 
of cattail marsh in the channel and 1:1 mitigation ratio for the 0.41 acre of wetlands in the detention 
basin is provided for in Mitigation Measure 4.5.4. Please refer to Response to Comment P-1-9 for 
more information regarding hydrophytic vegetation and wetland indicator species.  
 
P-1-15 
The comment summarizes information stated in the Draft EIR. The goal of the project is to develop 
an operationally self-sufficient Sports Park to meet the documented demand for an adult and youth 
league sports facilities, and to further the City’s objectives as outlined in the Open Space and 
Recreation Element (OSE), which encourages the provision of new recreation uses to meet the 
increasingly unmet recreational needs of residents. While an economically viable pay-for-play Sports 
Park could be operated without the soccer fields, the City Department of Parks, Recreation, and 
Marine has identified furthering the objective of meeting the need for league soccer fields as an 
important goal of the project. The Hughes Industrial site is inadequate in size to meet the City’s 
objective of operating an economically self-sustaining Sports Park that includes soccer fields, since 
the minimum site size to achieve these objectives is 35 acres.  
 
There are other constraints to the viability of the contemplated site within the Hughes Industrial Park. 
The City does not own any portion of this site. The project site is located within Planned 
Development (PD) 26 and is zoned for light industrial uses. The General Plan also designates this site 
Land Use District (LUD) 9G, General Industrial. A Zone Change and General Plan Amendment 
would be required to allow a commercial Sports Park.  
 
The industrial park is a comprehensively managed research and development/employment/ 
light industrial center, and the owner, manager, and current business tenants may not chose to have a 
pay-for-play recreation use within its boundaries. A Sports Park use in this setting could require a 
change to the deed restrictions since it is unlikely that such a use and associated visual and 
operational effects would have been considered at the time the deed restrictions were written. The 
Hughes Industrial location does not meet the project objectives of developing a centrally located site 
within the City to provide for soccer and youth golf. This location is not within the City’s ownership 
or control, and does not meet the objective of minimizing costs to the City by developing the 
commercial Sports Park on a site that does not result in property condemnation and excessive site 
acquisition costs to the City. 
 
P-1-16 
See Response to Comment P-1-15. 
 
P-1-17 
Approval of the Boeing Douglas Park project preceded that of the Long Beach Sports Park, and the 
development entitlements are already in place. The Boeing Douglas Park project was considered as an 
alternative site to the Proposed Project but rejected due to development constraints. As stated in the 
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Draft EIR, the Boeing Douglas Park site is not available to the City to develop. Since the property is 
not currently under City ownership, it is anticipated that the acquisition cost would be prohibitively 
high. 
 
In December 2004, the City adopted Development Standards for Planned Development (PD) 32 – 
Douglas Park. According to the Development Standards for PD-32, at build out Douglas Park will 
include 4 public parks that will total at least 9.3 gross acres. As stated on page 5-39 of the Draft EIR, 
the minimum site size for a Sports Park is 35-acres. PD-32 would not allow development of a Sports 
Park in areas designated for park use because of space constraints.  
 
The primary constraint to developing the Boeing Douglas Park site with a Sports Park use is, 
therefore, the current planning effort and private ownership of the property, which has high value as a 
potential development site. A Sports Park may be permitted within the 29-acre area at Paramount 
Boulevard or the 83-acre area along Lakewood Boulevard, which are proposed for commercial uses. 
Development constraints include the Runway Protection Zone for Runway 12-30, which overlaps and 
restricts development of the Paramount Boulevard site. Also, the Paramount Boulevard site is not 
within the City of Long Beach. According to the Development Standards for PD-32, the 83-acre area 
along Lakewood Boulevard is intended to be consistent with the development standards of the 
commercial/industrial districts in the Long Beach Municipal Code. A zone change and a General Plan 
amendment would be required for development of the Sports Park in this area. Development of the 
Boeing Douglas Park site is not within the City’s direct control, since the property is privately owned. 
While the City has the responsibility of discretionary approval to allow the proposed mixed-use 
development of the Boeing Douglas Park site, it does not control the development of the site and 
cannot require that a Sports Park be constructed. Also, the Boeing Douglas Park site will be 
developed over a 20-year period. The need for a commercial Sports Park facility in the City has been 
documented for more than 10 years, and it is the City’s intent and desire to implement a Sports Park 
in the near-term future. Therefore, while it is possible that a commercial sports facility could be 
developed on the Boeing Douglas Park site, such development cannot be assured in either the short- 
or long-term.  
 
P-1-18 
This comment expresses an opinion about the proposed location of the project. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments P-1-15 and P-1-17. This opinion will be made available for consideration by 
the decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. 
 
P-1-19 
The City is not proposing to “give away” the project site. As stated in Chapter 3.0, Project 
Description, it is the City’s intent is to acquire and retain ownership of the assembled project site, 
with the exception of the commercial parcel on the corner of Spring Street and California Avenue, 
and to either use contract operators to manage the facilities or operate the project itself. 
 
P-1-20 
The commentor expresses an opinion that opposes the development of the project site. This opinion 
will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of their determination 
regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or 
questions about the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 




